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ABSTRACT
Purpose - Internationalization of education has made it important to 
have not only a command of English as a global language, but also 
of Languages Other Than English (LOTEs), which can be a second, 
national or heritage language. This narrative inquiry explored LOTE 
teachers’ perspectives on their use of English and other pedagogical 
practices for teaching LOTE to international students.
Methodology - Narratives of three language teachers from different 
linguistic and cultural backgrounds, teaching French, Korean and 
Mandarin at a private university in Malaysia were recorded. Their 
discussion addressed key issues in teaching LOTE such as teaching 
strategies, use of technology and the importance of using English 
for teaching LOTEs.  Data was analysed using Nvivo, applying 
Saldana’s (2016) coding technique, consisting of structural, 
descriptive and values coding.  48 codes emerged during the first 
cycle coding, which were placed under nine categories in the second 
and final coding process.
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Findings - Data revealed that for achieving practical outcomes, 
technologically integrated teaching is an alternative to traditional 
teaching practices. Further, teachers’ narratives also showed 
the importance of English in LOTE teaching, owing to the 
internationalization of education.
Significance – The study explored LOTE pedagogy through the 
narratives of teachers, who are key stakeholders. The findings 
will help LOTE teachers reflect on their own teaching practices, 
and familiarize them with current pedagogy, including technology 
integration. They would also be useful in other contexts where 
LOTE is offered as a foreign language.
Keywords: Languages other than English, pedagogical strategies, 
technology integrated classrooms, teacher narratives. 
INTRODUCTION
Language is the main obstacle that students face in international 
classrooms (Trahar, 2014). Research has shown that English is 
used as a common language between speakers who do not share a 
native language (Turnbull, 2018). Due to its importance, it is widely 
accepted that English plays a mediating role in the teaching and 
learning of LOTE (Armstrong & Laksana, 2016; Finardi & Rojo, 
2015; Turnbull, 2018). Furthermore, the high motivation to learn 
LOTE takes place in juxtaposition with English language (Dörnyei 
& Al-Hoorie, 2017; McEown, Sawaki, & Harada, 2017). While the 
role of English in the teaching of LOTE cannot be denied, it has been 
reported that the same language is a source of interference (Henry, 
2010) and a reason for low motivation to learn LOTE (Gayton, 
2016). 
In light of this dilemma, pedagogical strategies and perspectives 
of LOTE teachers should be explored. While many studies have 
been conducted on pedagogical strategies adopted in EFL and ESL 
classrooms, there remains a lack of research on teaching practices 
in the LOTE classroom. It has been found that teaching LOTE is 
different from teaching English or content subjects (Brown, 2009). 
Cases have been reported on the teaching of French and Spanish in 
Canada and Britain (Gayton, 2016; Kramsch, 2017), and Japanese 
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and Chinese in Japan and China (Bartlett, 2017; Turnbull, 2018) 
respectively, where teachers were the only contributors to the target 
language. However, the situation might differ in Malaysia, as the 
learning objectives, instructional materials and approaches may 
diverge because of the exposure to foreign languages. 
Use of English in Teaching Foreign Languages
Until the nineteenth century, the general belief was that in target 
language classrooms, students should not be encouraged to 
communicate in their native language (Hall & Cook, 2012). 
Nevertheless, twentieth century literature in this area was not in 
favour of monolingual teaching, and accepted that using students’ 
native language (L1) in the educational context had its advantages 
(Hall & Cook, 2012). While the monolingual teaching technique can 
be adopted for teaching ESL or EFL because of the lingua franca 
status of English, the same monolingual assumption may not stand 
effective for teaching LOTE.
More recent researchers have reported cases where teachers have 
used, for pedagogical purposes, language(s) in which they lacked 
good proficiency.  For example, in a multilingual classroom where 
the teacher’s first language was French (Pugh, 2013) and Maltese 
(Xerri, 2016), the English language was still used for interactional 
purposes with multilingual students despite the teachers’ lack of 
English proficiency.  A study by Thompson and Harrison (2014) that 
focused on Spanish as a foreign language being taught in English 
(L1) classrooms concluded that a teacher’s teaching methodology, 
education level, professional experience, field of study, cultural 
background, and native language influenced classroom strategies.
Related research in Malaysia has focused mainly on the mediation of 
Bahasa Melayu in the teaching of English (Lee, 2010; Romli & Aziz, 
2015, Sua & Raman, 2007). The studies have focused on the role of 
students’ language, and on classrooms that have adopted different 
multilingual practices for teaching (Macalister, 2017; Nor, Leong, 
& Ka, 2017).  However, the existing literature has not addressed the 
role of English in the teaching of LOTE.   In the context of LOTE, 
a study conducted in Australia has found that English impacts on 
the teaching of Chinese (Liu & Bianco, 2007). However, no such 
research has been observed in the Malaysian context.
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Pedagogical Practices
In most LOTE classrooms, pedagogical practices are always taken 
for granted and teachers adopt the same instructional practices 
designed for teaching other subjects (Kramsch, 2014). Nonetheless, 
pedagogical practices for the teaching of English or other target 
languages can be implemented for teaching LOTE, although teaching 
LOTE is different from teaching English (Duff, 2017; Turnbull, 
2018). In most cases, it has been highlighted that insufficient time is 
allotted to the teaching of LOTE and the language remains dormant 
for longer periods (Collins & Munoz, 2016; Ushioda, 2017). Tognini 
(2008) states that longer interactive sessions and communicative use 
of language can help in effective teaching of LOTE. 
A number of studies have investigated students’ perspective on the 
use of L1 in learning foreign languages (Bartlett, 2017; Thompson & 
Harrison, 2014; Turnbull, 2018) as well as the pedagogical practices 
in the English classroom (Chun, Kern, & Smith, 2016; Haukås, 
2016), but very few studies have looked at the use of English in 
the teaching of foreign languages (Brown, 2009; Anh, 2010), or the 
teaching strategies of LOTE teachers, such as Mandarin teachers 
(Hangyan, 2016; Nel, 2016). Hence, there is a need to explore 
teachers’ perspectives on the use of English and their pedagogical 
practices for teaching LOTE.  Similarly, while research has shown 
the effectiveness of technology integrated teaching at school level 
(Tan & Abbas, 2009), the integration of technology for teaching 
LOTE has not been addressed.
 
Significance of the Study
Given the importance of English in the teaching of LOTE, this 
study is of significance for two reasons.  Firstly, there is a general 
consensus in the literature urging researchers to explore the use of 
English in teaching LOTE (Dörnyei & Al-Hoorie, 2017; Ushioda, 
2017), as clear from similar research done in EFL settings (Turnbull, 
2001; Duff, 2017; McEown, Sawaki, & Harada, 2017).  Teachers’ 
narratives facilitate in exploring the relevance and use of English 
for teaching LOTE (Edwards, 2007; Duff, 2017). Secondly, 
technology-enhanced teaching and communicative approaches have 
been adopted for teaching English but the relevance of technology-
integrated teaching for LOTE has been an unexplored area. Hence, 
this study contributes to knowledge from the perspective of teachers, 
who are the most effective stakeholders, for the benefit of LOTE 
researchers and educators. 
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
Theoretical Background
Grounded in constructivist theory, narratives enable the exploration 
of LOTE teachers’ pedagogical strategies, as in-depth analysis helps 
in better understanding teachers’ cognition and classroom practices 
(Cross, 2010). Furthermore, Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory posits 
that social interaction plays a vital role in cognitive development 
as we mediate our social interaction with the world with the help 
of language, a cognitive tool of thought. Literature has shown that 
the use of the L1 improves target language learning and helps in 
understanding cross-cultural communication. Using two languages 
interchangeably, as in the use of L1 in ESL or switching from one 
to another for clarification purposes, also results in better learning. 
Hence, this study employed Vygotsky’s 1962 sociocultural theory, 
the foundation of constructivism (Jaramillo, 1996; Steiner & Mahn, 
1996), which posits that the use of the L1 by the teacher during 
classroom interaction serves pedagogical functions. Similarly, the 
use of a common language or in this case, the lingua franca, holds 
importance in teaching LOTE. Thus, based on constructivism, 
teachers’ use of English in teaching LOTE was explored through 
their narratives.
Research Design
By taking the epistemological stance of Stake (1995) and Merriam 
(2009), the constructivist paradigm was used for this research to 
gain a deeper understanding of the social phenomenon under study 
(Yin, 2011). Our role in this study was of interpreters, who were 
interested in understanding meaning or knowledge as constructed by 
people (Hunter, 2010; Yazan, 2015). 
Narrative Interviews
The purpose of using narratives is to address theoretical and practical 
matters in education (Webster & Mertova, 2007). Therefore, 
for exploring teachers’ pedagogical practices, LOTE teachers’ 
narratives were used (Moen, 2006), being “a natural tool for the L2 
researcher” (Bell, 2002, p.211). Hollway and Jefferson, as cited in 
Elliott (2005), suggested that two interviews with each participant 
fulfilled the conditions of a narrative approach. Keeping this in mind, 
each participant was interviewed twice. Thus, in total 6 narrative 
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interviews were conducted (see Charmaz, 2006; Creswell, 2007; 
Marshall, Cardon, Poddar, & Fontenot, 2013; Morse, 2000) with 
three participating teachers. Moreover, in order to better interpret 
the interviews, some demographic information was also obtained 
from the respondents. 
Ethical Consideration
An email with an enclosed individual interview consent form was sent 
to each participant. After obtaining consent, the interview schedule 
was arranged. To keep their identities confidential, the participants 
were coded T1, T2 and T3. For conformability, the analysis of the 
study was shared with the participants to ensure that the findings 
were supported by interview data.
Research Site and Participants
The research site was a private university in Malaysia with a 
significant number of international faculty and students; English 
was the medium of communication as well as instruction. The 
participants, i.e., 1 male and 2 female teachers, were selected from 
the Schools of Liberal Arts and Social Sciences based on 3 criteria: 
(1) the faculty member should be teaching LOTE, (2) their first 
language should not be English, and (3) they should be teaching 
LOTE to international students (see Table 1). 
Table 1
Participants’ Data Log











T1 F Hakka 12 years English; Bahasa 
Melayu
French 2
T2 F Korean 6 years English; Mandarin Korean 2




In-depth unstructured interviews were carried out with the three 
LOTE teachers during the Spring 2019 semester. The interviews 
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were conducted solely in English and each session lasted 60-80 
minutes. The unstructured interviews followed some basic questions 
but most of the questions emerged as the interviews progressed 
(Elliott, 2005). After the first interview, open coding was done and 
the questions that emerged from the first interview were added to 
the existing ones and subsequently asked. Likewise, questions were 
added or excluded based on participants’ first narrative. Field notes 
were taken and audio recordings were made during each interview 
session. 
Data Analysis
Nvivo 12 was used for generating open codes from the interviews. 
In the first cycle coding process, 48 codes emerged, including In-
vivo codes (Saldana, 2016). Once open coding was done, the same 
codes were categorized, thus completing the second cycle coding 
(Saldana, 2016). This process was followed by thematic analysis 
(Hunter, 2010), where structural coding was done by categorizing 
interview transcripts based on the pedagogical strategies found in 
the literature, and descriptive coding was used to generate themes 
from the narratives. The following section discusses the categories 
which emerged from the coding process.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The narratives showed that English was the dominant language for 
teaching, but at the same time it was considered a hindrance in the 
smooth and effective learning of LOTE. Participating teachers agreed 
that English was a global language and could be used for all kinds 
of instruction, although they unanimously favoured monolingual 
teaching. Participants reflected on their teaching practices, and face-
to-face teaching other than traditional teaching methodologies was 
marked highest for teaching LOTE. Along the same line of thought, 
the use of technology for teaching LOTE was highly appreciated, 
with the belief that its proper implementation can bring effectiveness 
to LOTE teaching. The following discussion elaborates on LOTE 
teachers’ views on the importance of LOTE, their pedagogical 
approaches, the importance of English for teaching languages, and 
some productive suggestions for teaching LOTE.
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Benefits of LOTE
Participants proposed that having a command of different languages 
can help students improve their English. This strongly supports a 
study by Haukås (2016) who favored multilingualism. In the words 
of T1:
I always tell them…French language is like English. It 
is not much different in terms of syntactical structure 
because you still have the subject, the verb. You still 
have to conjugate the verb and you have the complement. 
Therefore, if you are particular in French, your English 
will improve eventually.
The same views were supported by the other LOTE teachers as well: 
“Learning a few languages will not be a loss” (T3) and, “I think it’s 
good because I always believe that people who acquire multilingual 
are good” (T2).
Speaking about multilingualism, T2 said, “Every language you 
learn has its own concept, beliefs and values. The more languages 
you acquire the better person you are because you start to think 
differently.” Similar thoughts were added by the Mandarin lecturer, 
“…the more languages you learn, the more better person you are. 
Your perspective is different and you open for everything. Because 
every language has its own concepts and values” (T3).
Students’ Self-Motivation
In most cases, students learned LOTE because of their own interest 
in learning the language. As mentioned by T1, “Usually students 
will choose that language in which they have interest. And when 
they have interest, then their learning ability is there.” The same 
view was expressed by T2, who said,  “Most of the students love 
Korean culture or K-pop, so their intention to learn is very strong.” 
In the case of learning Mandarin, T3 expressed, “There are actually 
student who are learning this language for conversation purposes, 
and they want to do it as a conversational Mandarin.”
Importance of English
The discussion with the interviewees traced out the importance of 
English. Since all the participants were from different linguistic and 
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cultural backgrounds, the only commonality they had was English 
as their second language. While participants commented positively 
on the acquisition of LOTE, they emphatically mentioned the 
importance of English as well. According to the participants, it was 
not possible to teach LOTE without the use of English, especially 
in an environment where LOTE was not the native language of the 
land. Quoting T1, “Knowing the fact that we are in an environment 
that is not the native language spoken, so English has to be used to 
teach the foreign language.”
Supporting the views on the importance of English, participants 
expressed, “In class, we have mostly Indonesian, Malaysian, Korean, 
and students from China. We need to use a common language, and 
English is that common language” (T2). Most of the time, the use of 
English “depends on the requirement of the students” (T3). Hence, 
“English is the main mode for you to teach” (T1). However, the 
problem arises when students are not good users of the English 
language:
We have difficulty when students don’t know how to 
speak English. Because I think English is the main 
language to communicate for all of us…. If your 
proficiency in English is not good, even though I explain 
in English, there is no point. (T3)
 
T1’s narrative indicated English as the main medium for 
communication. “In any way when you are focusing on English, 
it’s the main communication medium. If you can’t have even one 
common language proficiency internationally, how are you going to 
further in other languages!” (T1).  These views were seconded by 
T2 who explained, “To give a confirmation on their understanding, 
basically I can communicate with them in a simple English.” She 
also said, “I have to use English, and sometimes I am speaking 
broken English.”
The use of English depended on learners’ learning outcome, as 
elaborated by T3, who remarked, “I have to use English as 100% 
in Mandarin is not doable.” Therefore, “most of the time it will be 
English.” According to the same respondent, “I am totally a zero 
beginner and I am not understanding what you are trying to tell me, 
if it is all in Chinese” (T3). T1 concurred and further explained that 
“we need to communicate in an effective way so that the students 
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understand better before they read in that other language. That’s why 
you need a medium and English is a medium” (T1).
English for Explanation
Even though the language teachers were not explicitly in favour of 
the use of English in the LOTE classroom, it was deduced from their 
narratives that they used English frequently for teaching LOTEs. 
Quoting T2, “I give instructions in Korean first and after that 
translation in English.” She continued, “I am speaking to them in 
English language sentence setting but I am replacing, changing a 
few words in Korean, then they understand better because it is still 
in English setting.”
T1 expressed that although she still needed English for explanations, 
she preferred code mixing. “When I do mix mode, it means I will 
explain to them in English but at the same time I will converse with 
them from time to time in French as well.”  Related views were 
expressed by T3, who used English while explaining Mandarin 
grammar to students. “I need to give examples in English as well 
by telling that sequence in English is in such way, the sequence in 
Mandarin is in such way. You need to be careful with time word, 
replace word, with name word, so on.”
He further added, “We need English to explain, you know, the use of 
certain words, meaning, grammar point.”  Nevertheless, the LOTE 
teachers used English not only to deal with grammar but also to 
explain most of the lessons. “If I am doing cultural class, the portion 
of English is a lot, compared to Chinese” (T1).
English as a Hindrance
While the importance of English cannot be denied, it is also 
considered a hindrance in teaching LOTE (Henry, 2010; McEown, 
Sawaki, & Harada, 2017). The participating language teachers 
were of the view that sometimes their use of English discouraged 
students from practicing the new language efficiently. T2 believed 
that English should be completely excluded from the teaching of 
LOTE, only then would the student be able to learn Korean:
I actually prefer that approach [exclusion of English 
from Korean instruction] (laughs)…. English is a kind of 
hindrance in their learning. Actually, they do understand 
depending on their intention to learn and important 
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thing is intention. I want to give a message, information, 
the students want to understand, and actually we can 
communicate. Of course, the understanding level maybe 
a bit low, or is slow. (T2)
T3 similarly felt that English was interfering in the 
learning process, as “…it somehow would be going to 
push the student away from fully using Mandarin.”
Pedagogical Practices
In most of the cases, it was noticed that teachers adopted an 
“experience based” teaching strategy, as expressed by T1. Similarly, 
the theory of constructivism claims that teachers construct their 
classroom practices based on their previous experiences (Fosnot, 
2013; Schcolnik, Kol, & Abarbanel, 2006).
Face to face
It was suggested by T1 that “language has to be face to face.” 
According to T1, “you need to have face to face to encourage them.” 
T1 agreed that face to face interaction was best for teaching LOTE. 
She mentioned her way of teaching as “sometimes I do interaction 
as well. I make class interactive...”
T3 seconded the views: “I think the best way for me is 
face to face. Language is about people talking to people. 
It’s not talking to machine.” 
Visualization
The LOTE teachers found images and videos helpful for teaching 
languages. As T2 said, “I will use images, or body languages.” 
In addition, “…watching Korean shows with subtitles can also 
help. They can understand from the context.” The same practice 
was narrated by T3 who said, “I always show them videos in the 
classroom.”
Memorization
Language teachers use memorizing techniques for teaching the 
language (Rose, 2017; Rivers, 2018). However, T1 was not in 
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favour of memorization. She emphatically said, “I don’t want them 
to memorize. I have colleagues who teach students to memorize. I 
don’t! You need to know.” She stressed, “Don’t memorize. I don’t 
believe on that much.” Further along in the interview, she again 
negated emphatically the use of memorization, “Don’t memorize! 
DON’T MEMORIZE! I always tell them, you memorize, you try 
memorize and then during oral assessment I will ask questions 
unexpectedly and then you will be wondering what that question is 
about…(laughs).”
T3 on the other hand, was of the view that there were still certain 
lessons for which memorization was needed. “Let’s say Chinese 
Zodiac. The only way to do that is by memorization” (T3). In 
talking about his teaching techniques, he spoke positively about 
memorization, that “all the key words will be introducing Chinese 
and they have to memorize it.”  
Hence, the analysis showed differences in opinion regarding the use 
of memorization for teaching LOTE. Where some teachers sought 
the help of memorizing techniques, others discouraged it. 
 
Repetition
Another much appreciated strategy for learning any language is 
repetition. These LOTE teachers believed that repetition can help 
learners learn a new language effectively. “I need to repeat in many 
different ways. I try to make them understand and it actually works” 
(T2). T1 agreed with the strategy and added that, “once they learn 
the words, they are able to form sentences, if we are repeating.”
 
Monolingualism
Monolingual teaching was regarded as an effective instructional 
approach for teaching LOTE. Participating teachers favoured the 
monolingual technique, as obvious from the statement of T1, “…
none of my notes are translated in English, everything is in French.” 
T3 supported this view, narrating as follows:
I always encourage my students to use a proactive 
method. Meaning to say, yes, I speak in English but 
don’t always ask me to translate the word for you 
because you need to put in efforts to find the word; you 
would be able to read the dictionary. (T3)
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The same technique was reinforced by T2, who said, “I 
actually prefer that approach [excluding English from 
my teaching] (laughs). Because previously I tried that.” 
Somewhere in interview she further expressed that the 
“most effective way in terms of developing skills is 
actually I believe is monolingual way.” 
Using More Than One Language
Surprisingly, however, the same lecturer who supported monolingual 
teaching stated, “I use French, then I use Bahasa because I have 
Indonesian students. Sometimes, I use Chinese…” (T1), which 
shows LOTE teachers’ use of bilingual instruction.
Translation Method
The method that was most adopted for teaching LOTE was translation. 
It was found that even though LOTE lecturers were in favour of 
monolingual teaching, they still used the translation technique. In 
the words of T2, “I give instructions or maybe explanation in Korean 
first and after that translation in English.” T1 proposed, “you have to 
do translation.”  The same technique was supported by T3, who said, 
“most of them, the way they actually comprehend, they confirms, it 
will be doing it in the translation way.”
Quoting T3 further:
…what they going to do is, they will be having this 
English sentence, that they will do direct translation, 
which happens to be not the correct one. So, in the 
classroom there are actually some grammar points, 
sentence structure that they have to memorize. (T3)
Observable Behaviour
The teachers would change their classroom strategies depending 
on students’ observable behaviour. As T1 mentioned, “I always 
see the students. I will stop and ask if you have any question you 
can ask, but I also look at their facial expressions, body language.” 
Similarly, T3 narrated, “The methodology is all about how you pass 
the message to the students but I always make sure that if they don’t 
understand, I look at the facial expressions, I pick those. I do observe 
the behaviour.”
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Project Based Learning
The LOTE teachers believed that students learned a language better 
in a collaborative environment:
In the classroom I try to give some task in group, 
making sentences, complete a dialogue, so they are 
writing sentences and find sequence in the dialogue 
and figuring out the use of the grammar. So basically, 
it is like a project based or team learning because it’s 
a communication so they can learn in the context and 
they don’t just read the dialogues but need to interact. 
(T2)
Teaching School Kids
In the words of T1, teaching language to new learners is, “like 
teaching small children. It’s a game to them, like answering questions 
A, B, C.” She mentioned what she believed to be the best way to 
teach a new language:
I really take my time to speed up things. Like, I give 
you a pen and a page and a ruler and I teach you how 
to hold a pen and where to put the ruler, where to draw 
line on the piece of paper, step by step. (T1)
T2 called beginner learners kids and added, “kids will be more happy 
to learn it as a play.” T3 also expressed his view about language 
learning as follows:
In primary school or secondary school, what we have 
been doing with kids. Kids sometime somehow not 
really gadget oriented, so what we get to do is we have 
hardcopy, flash card, we have some engage classroom 
activity with them, so we will be flipping the flash card, 
asking them what this is, what is this character name 
for. (T3)
Technology Enhanced Teaching
Technology has entered all fields and language teachers have also 
incorporated it in their classroom teaching (Chun, Kern, & Smith, 
2016). Moreover, its benefits in teaching LOTE should be recognized 
as it enhances LOTE curriculum and pedagogy (Bond, Nicholson, & 
Peterson, 2002). T2 shared her experience: “I am using technology, 
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showing them images on internet, so it’s more effective.” Further in 
her narration, she added the incorporation of technology “by sharing 
some different resources like you tube links and so on.” Regarding 
his use of technology, T3 expressed that “when it comes to learning, 
I am actually providing them some alternative way of doing it. Like, 
of course it is something online.” He said, “I have been doing it via 
Facebook, the closed group page, where they will practice typing.” 
T2 and T3 mentioned the introduction of the Teach Less Learn 
More (TLLM) concept in their organization, but since it was still 
in the embryonic stage (see Loo, 2018), they could not evaluate its 
effectiveness. 
On the contrary, T1 was not much in favour of online teaching. She 
expressed, “I am from old school so I prefer face to face.” Quoting 
her, “Online learning is not a very effective way.” The reason she 
gave was poor internet connection:
…why I don’t use kahoot a lot for quiz is because 
of the connection. As connection of the internet is 
also important so sometimes you setup and it is just 
uploading and uploading, and then you waste a lot of 
time in the class, just to wait for it to upload. (T1)
Data showed that T2 and T3 were also not in favour of fully integrating 
technology in LOTE. They respectively narrated, “I believe in 
blended learning actually because in language learning if we do full 
100% online teaching there would be lack of communication skills. 
In terms of feedback and developing their linguistic skills, speaking 
skills we also need to get their response at the spot” (T2) and, “it is 
not good, using online methods” (T3).
Although not in favour of integrating technology, T1 shared that “I 
need to go online, to enhance, to interest or to motivate them because 
students of this generation, they like to do something that is a little 
bit different from face to face”. She further added that “in terms of 
time management I think online is better. The students can question 
me by this way as some of them they need more time to digest the 
contents.” She continued, “if I can change the setting, I prefer to do 
recording pronunciation, to share the pronunciation something like 
recording practices.”
T2 shared T1’s views.  According to T2, “in any case I think online 
learning is more effective. It is more productive; I think it’s better 
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because this generation of students is more open to this.” Another 
benefit of online teaching also mentioned by T2 was to “provide 
more time to think, to use their language skills and produce a certain 
length of writing,” because normally “in classroom we have limited 
time and also they have no creativity.” 
T3 raised another matter regarding technology enhanced language 
teaching. “Every one of them, they have smartphones,” and “they 
[students] prefer learning typing instead of writing characters.” 
Furthermore: 
…with the revolution of this technology thingie, we 
don’t need to write, we don’t need to write at all in order 
to learn Mandarin. They can even do voice recording, 
all they need to do is they just click on the button, 
they speak in Mandarin and the Chinese character will 
automatically came out and they can send the text. 
(T3) 
Hence, the beliefs expressed by the participants regarding the pros 
and cons of using technology provoke the question of whether 
negative reactions towards technology was because of lack of 
appropriate training.
Training
Participants’ narratives revealed a lack of technology implementation 
training for LOTE teachers. T3 said that they did get “so-called 
trainings” but “they are quite general and not related to Mandarin 
teaching.” Most of the training organized by the institutions were 
regarding teaching applications. “They are quite general like some 
Apple workshop, like some Google classroom training workshops” 
(T3), “but we do not know how to use these apps for teaching 
lessons” (T1). 
Suggestions from LOTE Teachers
A few suggestions for teaching LOTE were given by participating 
teachers:
i) “Foreign students should acquire certain level of English language 
proficiency before joining any institution, because English is the 
major hub of communication.” (T1)
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ii) “There should be proper language teaching training for LOTE 
teachers.” (T3)
iii) Contact time should be increased:   
 “It is difficult to have command on any language in only 14 
weeks. We have only 3 hours face to face contact which is not 
enough.” (T1) 
 “They don’t have enough contact hours to acquire the (Korean) 
language.” (T2)
iv)  For teaching any language you need to go to its roots:
 “I tell them, you need to know the basic. So students say ‘oh it 
look so childish’. It’s ok, who is going to make comment, because 
this is your learning process, you are just at the beginning. 
French is not your native, you are learning, so you start from the 
beginning.” (T1)
 “Without characters, can you speak Mandarin? Yes, they do! 
Without Mandarin characters can you understand Mandarin? Yes, 
they do! So students will be asking ‘why I am learning character?’ 
I told them character is the soul of Chinese language.” (T3)
v) Languages grow slowly and gradually: 
 “Give yourself time because the SYMPTOM of using a foreign 
language usually from six months to one year. Once the symptoms 
are there, you have reached a level. The symptom is that you will 
always feel like you don’t understand but you will come to that 
point where finally you will see the whole picture.” (T1)
vi) Students should use the dictionary: 
  “I always tell my students, dictionary is like your friend.” (T1)
  “You should always keep a dictionary handy, if you want to learn 
Mandarin language.” (T3)
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
The data presented affirms that although English is the main medium 
for communication in an international setting, it can sometimes 
result in delaying the process of learning a new language. This 
supports Henry (2010) who concluded that English interferes in the 
motivation to learn LOTE. The data concurs with Haukås (2016) 
that in multilingual classrooms, English helps in the teaching of an 
L3. 
The participating teachers corroborate the view that the use and 
importance of English was due to the internationalization of 
  94   Malaysian Journal of Learning and Instruction: Vol. 17 (No. 1) Jauary 2020: 77-99
education, despite the fact that none of them was an English teacher, 
or had English as their L1. The teachers believed that face-to-face 
and traditional teaching methodologies are still effective for LOTE 
teaching, while innovative technologically integrated teaching can 
enhance the language teaching and learning process. Moreover, their 
views find support in the literature, which has revealed that language 
learning needed longer contact hours and maximum exposure 
(Collins & Munoz, 2016; Tognini, 2008; Ushioda, 2017), which can 
be made possible with the help of online teaching. 
LOTE helps students to not only acquire an additional language 
but also acquaint them with the culture and people of that language 
(Kramsch, 2014; Foulis, 2017), as shared by the participants. It was 
found that the teaching of English is different from teaching LOTE, 
and thus should be treated differently from teaching EFL or ESL. 
To conclude, LOTE teachers should consistently and meticulously 
analyse their teaching practices so as to devise the best possible 
techniques for teaching the language. They should plan more learner-
centred activities and an online teaching curriculum which can help 
provide maximum exposure to learners.
This research contributes insights to the field of LOTE with regards to 
innovative learner-centred and technologically integrated pedagogy. 
The use of the L1 in the teaching of English has already been 
explored (Henry, 2010; Bartlett, 2017; McEown, Sawaki, & Harada, 
2017), whereas minimal research has been found on the use of 
English in teaching LOTE (Turnbull, 2018). Likewise, many studies 
have addressed communicative approaches for ESL with a focus on 
redesigning teaching skills and directing teaching to online lectures 
(Morat, Shaari, Abidin, & Abdullah, 2017), whereas literature on 
the effectiveness of technology for LOTE teaching has been limited. 
As reported by the LOTE teachers, limited contact hours adversely 
affected students’ language learning.  In the case of these teachers, 
their institution’s TLLM initiative may provide students with access 
to teaching material anytime, anywhere, which will help them to be 
more independent. 
The blending of technology with the use of English in teaching 
LOTE finds support in constructivist theory, which focuses on 
construction of knowledge. As knowledge is co-constructed, 
mediation of technology and mediation of English play a vital role in 
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the construction of knowledge between LOTE teachers and learners. 
The narratives indicate that the added dimension of technology and 
the teachers’ use of English bring effectiveness to the teaching of 
LOTE.  
This qualitative study was conducted with a small number of 
participants at a single site. Future research should focus on 
multiple sites. This study could also open new avenues for research 
on   implementing institutional pedagogical initiatives for LOTE 
teaching, e.g. TLLM, and to explore the effectiveness or otherwise 
of integrating online teaching for LOTE. 
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